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COUNTY OF 2. ANGELES - SHERIFF'S . krment 
INTERNAL AFFAIRS BUREAU INVESTIGATIVE REPORT 


DATE OF INCIDENT FILE NO. 
B/T 10/10/01 - 10/26/01 IAB IV # 2049854 


SUBJECT(S) 


Emp S 


Dep. Latavian Moore Emp # 
Court Services West/Santa Monica 


COMPLAINANT(S) 


es: ae 
Work Release Trustee 


Assignment: Santa Monica Court 


CHARACTER OF CASE 


Obedience To Laws, Regulations, and Orders 
Conduct Toward Others 
Fraternization 


LOCATION 


Santa Monica Superior Court 1725 Main St., Santa Monice, CA., 90401 


REFERENCE INVESTIGATOR 


ROY M. PUGH, CHIEF 
COURT SERVICES DIVISION 


Sonia D. Carroll, Sergeant 
Internal Affairs Bureau 


SYNOPSIS 


On October 26, 2001, the Complainant, iE reported that on or about October 10, 
2001, Subject Moore took her to a room in the basement area of Santa Monica Court, where he kissed 
her and made a suggestive remark, indicating that he wanted her to perform oral sex on him. On the 
same day, his partner, Subject M- s0 took the complainant to the basement area where he also 
asked her for a kiss, which she refused. After refusing to kiss Subject M the Complainant stated 
that m to harass her ntly asking her for a kiss, touching her breast on 
two to three occasions as she passed A the hallway and by rubbing up against her 
while she washed her hand in the officer’s restroom located in the office of the Santa Monica Court 


lock-up area. 
SUBMITTED EY REFERRED FOR RECOMMENDATION TO 
DENNIS H. BURNS, CAPTAIN COURT SERVICES WEST BUREAU 


INTERNAL AFFAIRS BUREAU 


STATUS OF SUBJECTS 


Relieved of Duty 


County of Hos Angeles 
Sheriff's Bepartment Headquarters 
ATOA Ramena Boulevard 
Monterey Park, California 9734- A59 


LEROY D. BACA. SHERIFF 


February 12, 2003 


Deputy Latavian Moore, ‘i 


Deputy Moore: 


You are hereby notified that itis the intention of the Sheriff's Department to discharge you from 
your position of Deputy Sheriff, Item No. 2708A, with this Department, effective at the close 
of business on March 6, 2003. 


An investigation under File Number IAB 2049854, conducted by Internal Affairs Bureau, 
coupled with your own statements, has established the following: 


k That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures Sections 3- 
01/030.05, General Behavior; and/or 3-01/050.05, Performance of 
Duty; and/or 3-01/050.85, Fraternization, on or about October 10, 
2001, you engaged in appropriate and/or unprofessional conduct when 
you took Complainant [i 2 EE inmate 
assigned to Santa Monica Court Lockup, to the court basement, 
whereupon you kissed her, requested oral sex and were masturbated 
by her. By your actions, you have brought discredit upon yourself and 
the Sheriffs Department. 


2. That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures Section 3- 
01/030.10, Obedience to Laws, Regulations and Orders, on or about 
October 10, 2001, you engaged in behavior and/or a pattern of 
behavior that_was_unbecoming a county employee when you took 
Complainant a BEE innate, into the mechanical 
room in the basement area of Santa Monica Court and kissed her, 
requested oral sex and were masturbated by her. 


A Tradition of Service 


Deputy Latavian Moore, EO | 


3. That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures Section 3- 
01/040.75, Failure to Make Statements and/cr Making False Statements 
During Departmental Internal Investigations, you failed to make full 
and/or complete and/or truthful statements during the course of an 
official Department Internal Investigation. These statements include, 
but are not limited to: 


a) 


b) 


When asked numerous times if you took Complainan 
to the basement and/or into the mechanical room, your 
response was, “No.” When asked, “Did you ever take 
to the basement to get supplies, you replied, “No.” When asked 
if you were sure about that, you replied, “Yes.” When asked if 
you were positive of that, you replied, “Yes.” When asked why 
you were so positive, you responded, “Because | would 
remember, because that’s - this is fairly recent so | would 
remember.” When asked to furnish a recent date, you 
responded, This was fairly recent within the last half a 
year.........80 my memory’s not that bad,” and/or; 


During your second interview, you admitted to “possibly taking 
Complainant o the mechanical room,” and/or; 


During the second interview, the IAB investigator asked when 
you were in the room with the Complainant, was it possible that 
you told her to duck under the vent and you took her to another 
location in that room? You responded, “No. No. Only time she 
might have had to duck was to duck from the vents.” When 
asked what vents, you replied, “Maybe somewhere here 
(pointing to your diagram of the mechanical room, Exhibit-H) 1 
mean, | know we had to duck before we went to (um)}..I’m not 
going to say that because | don’t remember. 1 do know, | do 
know in some places in the mechanical room, you_do have to 
duck.” When asked if you ever told Complainant | 
duck, you responded, “I don’t, | don't recall.” 


4. That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures Sections 3- 
01/030.05, General Behavior; and/or 3-01/050.05, Performance of 
Duty; and/or 3-01/050.10, Performance to Standards, on two separate 
occasions, while on duty, you failed to devote your time and attention 
to the service of the County and the Department, and/or engaged in 


Deputy Latavian Moore, Zi 3 


behavior and/or a pattern of behavior which is unbecoming a county 
employee, when you left your assigned post to masturbate in the 
mechanical room, thereby bringing discrecit upon yourself and the 
Sheriff's Department. 


You may respond to the intended action orally or in writing. In the event that you choose to 
respond orally to these charges, you have already been scheduled to meet with Chief Taylor 
Moorehead on March 4, 2003, at 1400 hours, in his office, which is located at 1000 South 
Fremont Avenue, AYE, 5* Floor South, Alhambra 91803. If you are unable to appear at the 


scheduled time and wish to schedule some other time prior to March 4, 2003, for your oral 
response, please call Chief Moorehead’s secretary i. an appointment. 
If you choose to respond in writing, please call Chief Moorehead’s secretary to cancel your 


scheduled appointment, and send your response to the facts contained in this letter to Chief 
Moorehead’s office by no later than March 4, 2003. 


Unless you are currently on some other type of authorized leave, pursuant to Rule 16.01 of the 
Los Angeles County Civil Service Commission Rules, effective immediately, you are on paid 
administrative leave which will continue during the fifteen (15) business days you have to 
respond to the intended discharge or until the conclusion of your pre-disciplinary hearing. If 
you are presently on an authorized leave, that leave will continue during the fifteen (15) 
business days you have to respond to the intended discharge, or until the conclusion of your 
pre-disciplinary hearing. 


Failure to respond to this Letter of Intent within fifteen (15) business days will be considered a 
waiver of your right to respond and will result in the imposition of the discipline indicated 
herein. 


If you did not receive the investigative material on which your discipline is based at the time 
you were served with this correspondence, you may contact the Internal Affairs Bureau at (323) 
890-5300, to obtain a copy of the case file. 


Deputy Latavian Moore, a 4 


The Sheriff's Department reserves the right to amend and/or add to this letter. 


Sincerely, ae 
iit 


LEROY D. BACA, 


Dennis Burns, Captain | 
Commander, Internal Affaits Bureau 


Note: Attached for your convenience are excerpts of the applicable areas of the Manual of 
Policy and Procedures. 
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ce Advocacy Unit 
Employee Relations Unit 
Chief Taylor Moorehead, Court Services Division 
Internal Affairs Bureau 
Office of Independent Review (OIR) 
(File # 2049854) 


COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 


In the Matter of the Appeal of CASE NO: 03-110 
FINDINGS OF FACT 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
RECOMMENDATION 


LATAVIAN MOORE 


Appellant 


LOS ANGELES COUNTY SHERIFF'S 
DEPARTMENT 
Respondent 


1. INTRODUCTION 


Or March 3 Lavan Moore (appellant) 


arn the Sherff's Departmen: (‘Department 1 that he 


n o Deputy Sherifi with the Department effi 


Aspelant tied a w 


on March B. 2002 


amiss on pang following conp: 


nng on February 18. 2004 Add toi 


hes on February 1% Apri & and May 25. 2004 Al the c 


nearing dates the record was left open by stipulation of the parties for the sole 


1 fa af the submission into evidence of appellants Exhibit “& py June 3 


7004 The record was thereafter closed. The appeliant, Mr. Moore was present ai 


ings and was represented by Ms. Helen L Schwab. Atiarney at Law. of 


ine frm of Green and Shinee and the Department was represented by Ms 


eM Caprio, Attorney at Law, of the firm of Manning and Marder 


hot oral and documentary, was received and closing arguments in the 


writen bres were submitted to the Commission office by Juns. 17 2006 


2. ISSUES 


s as defined by the Civil Service Commission for consideration 


py tne Hearing Officer are as follows 


Are the allegations contained in the Departmen''s letter of March 9 


is 2002 true? 


any of all of the allegations are true, is the discipline appropriate? 


3. BASIS OF ALLEGATIONS 


for the Department's de n to discharge the appellari ts tnei 


athe Depariment’s Manua! of Poley and Procedures in severa! 


set forth below 


E Violation of Manya. Sections 4-07 7030.05 (Genera: Be 
3-01/050 85 {Fraternization and 3 01/050 GS (Performance cf 
Duity} 

s violation of Manua! Section 3-01/030. 10 (Obedience io Laws 


regulations and Orders) 


4 


5 Violation of Manual Section 3-01/040.75 (Making False Statements 


or Failing to Make Full and True Statements During an Office 
Departmental Investigation) 
. Violation of Manual Section 3-01/030 05 {General Behavior. enc 
3-01/050.05 (Performance of Duty). 
4. DEPARTMENT'S CONTENTIONS 
The Bepariment contends that on or about October 40, 2001. Deputy 


Letavian Moore, white on duty at the Santa Monica Court lockup. overseeing 


BEE 772165, 100% te Comp einer 


basement whereupon he kissed her requested oral sex anc was masturbated by 


ner in so doing he brought discredit upon himself and the anmenn! 


official mierna 


The Department further coniencs that during the course 


van Moore mad 


Investlaauens Into these allegations Deputy Latavı 


sas to tne 


aments or failed to make full and coinplete truth 


ses surrounding these charges to investigators 


creumstar 


Finally, the Department aiso alieges that Deputy Moore while on duiy oF 


40. 2001, engaged in behavior which 1s ur coming @ county emplayes 


ft hig assigned post to masturbate in the mechanical room in the 


when he 


basement of the Santa Monica Courthouse In so doing 
upor himself and the Department 
5. BACKGROUND 


The appellant has been employed by the Sheriff's Deparment as a Dept 


Sheriff sco 1000, ES 


a ii: end of January 2000 he was transferred to the 


Court Services Division ai the Santa Monica Courthouse. Moore was placed ir: 


charge of | sé he dealt with both male and female inmates 


According to Moore's understanding aE BG 1s one who works in 


a county facility such as a courthouse In lieu of serving jai! tme The dutes 
inchude MEKIN up trash filing and other tight chores 

HR «2s 00 ¢ 01 the EEE nates under the 
supervision of Deputy Moore. At the time that she came to work at the Santa 
Monica Courthouse on October $, 2001 she was nineteen years old 


On October 26, 2001. Ms. HE 2 proecres Supervising Clerk 


= 0 ë told her that Deputy Moore had asked her to come with him to 


ine basement supply rocm (also referred to as the Mechanica! Room). After 


uang te the basement supply room Ms He: that Moore turned our 
the hants and then kissed her She admitted to kissing him back. but then he 


her to perform oral sex on him bul she refused He then asked her to 


tupate him and she complied They were interrupted by a radio call and ther 


went back upstairs. Ms | Rea her tc Lieutenant John Benedict who is the 


the courthouse anc 


enani for personnel management and s 


she repeaied the incident to him Lieutenant Benedict referred the matter to 


internal Affairs Division 


The alleged misconduct by the appellant became ihe subject of an Interne! 


Afiairs investigation shortly thereafter and at the conclusion of the investigation: 
following a Skelly hearing, it was determined by the division chief that the 
alegations against Deputy Moore were true arid that the recommended discipine 


cischarae irom his position, was appropriate. This ultimatety ted to the March: 


mely ap ait 
the matter was set for hearing pursuant to Rule 4 of the Civil Service 


Comite ssiars 
6. TESTIMONY RECEIVED 
As its first witness the Department calec Vs ES 
been sworn. she testified that she ıs the Supervising Court Records Clerk at tue 
Santa Monica Courthouse On October 26. 2001. she was approached by Ms 


HEE o wanted to aiscuss a matier with her privately She knew B 


re On this aav 


naver had any problems with her and found her to be pt 


Howeve! HB EEE agitated and subdued and fumi 


ke out on the patio where they would have privacy ies] 


an rare 


uo They 


nar that Deputy Moore took her downstairs to the supply area He hissed ner and 


him back He then asked her for ora! sex but she ratused Moore the 


sre kiss 


understoon 


asked ner to use her “natural abilities” but she again refused She 


g Moore Sne 


i 1o mean oral sex. She never said anything about masturb: 


ha Ms E- Lieutenant Benedict. The substance 


was incorporated in a memo which she sent to Lieutenant B 


orn 


of iheir dis 


g on Jaruary < 


2002 (Dept. Exhibit 1) 


n 


Ms Hey told Lieutenant Benedic! what the problem was but sne 
preferred that ws scot with him direclly so she took her to Lieutenant 
Benedict's office 


ant Benedict was called to testify as a witness for the Depariment 


Ligu! 
He 1s the Area Lieutenant for the Court Services Division and nas been in this 
position for about two and one halt years He stated that in October 2001 he nad 


rsation with U informed nim of Ms HE «oan 


He nad Ms Hone to his office. When she arrived. she appeared 


a conv 


nervous. distraught and was crying. She wanted to be transferred out of the lock 


l out She said on one occasion (not that day} she was sitting on a bench in front 


ot a court room speaking to a male friend in a white jump sult Deputy Moore 
came up told him to leave and escorted him out He then motioned ‘or 
to follow him. They went into a room in the basement She said that when they 
got there Moore shut the door and turned out the light He then kissed her for # 
tong time He asked ner if another ceputy could corne down bul she refused Ms 


E: e 28) accurate description of the room The description was verifies 


by Benedict who immediately wert down to check 


Benedict promised to look -nio the matter. He then reported the mede 
mernal Affairs. (Dept. Exhibit 4). He testified that he beheved the incident with: 
Mocre had occurred about s week before she brought the malter to his attention 
As with Ms =] she did not teli him that Deputy Moore asked ner to 


turbare hin 


6 


The Department then called Sergeant Sonia Carrot. Sergeant Carre: 


with Internal Affairs in October 2601 Her job is to inve 


ssues, gather facts, interview witnesses and write reports of her findings 


She was assigned to investigate the Moore case orn OF 


im: ihe company of ner 


interview was tape recorded. (Dept. Exhibit 5) She told Se 


5.7001 Sne interviewed Ms 


ity Moore took her to a room in the basement turned off tie uahts and they 


he 


She responded positively to his kiss He asked her for orat sex b 


refused She accurately described the room and much of tts contents including 


ine computer and a desk. She delayed in reporling the incident with Moore #5 


as an incident invoiving another deputy* because she knew that the ather 


deputy had many years of service and she was afvaid she would not be be 


Ms | as adminisi 


Depa Exhibit 6) Sre then admitted that sne was nat Waihta 


d a polygrap? exam whic can 


ec him and 


in the basement with Moore She said she masturba 


n her hand and on the floor. A forensics exam of the ‘Iner for evide 


‘Gund 


requestes That was done but no evidence w 


polygraph exam was admu 


Dept Exhibit 


SG’ 


im stigation al so involved a complaint by c] 
Those aliguations have no! been considered at this hearing 
they have baen the subect of a separate disciplinary "i 


After interviewing Ms BB s-:ccan: Carroli went to the courthou 
take pictures of the Mechanical Room, Sergeant Mitchell was with her Ms 
‘ed drawn diagrams of the basement and the Mechanical Room for her 
(Dept. Exhibit 8). Sergeant Carroll prepared a work sheet in which she set forth 

tha findings of her investigation. (Dept Exhibit 9. She concluded that the 


evidence supported the charges against Deputy Moore and recommended tha: 


ne be discharged 

She conducted an interview with Moore on February 5, 2002. (Dept 
Exhibit 10} With her was Sergeant Mitchell. At no ‘ime did Deputy Moore admit 
to taking Ms i: the basement and he denied ever kissing ner asking 


_ ner for oral sex or having her masturbate him. The results of the investigation 


i: ware reported to Chief Moorhead who asked for additional information As & 


ond interview of Deputy Moore was conducted on November 18 


result 2 se 
2002 During the course of that interview when asked if he nad ever taken Ms 
Osamete to the sasement Mechanical Room Moore's story chanced somewhat 


he Mecha: 


Ha now saig that it was “very possible that he took her dowr 


et supplies. In fact nine months after ms first interv 


nere Ms | RS past the computer in ine Mechanica: 


Room He said she was about 12-15 feet away fram him when they were there 


Roar 


He also admiited to the investigators that on at least iwo occasions. when he was 


elf he had “private moments’ (masturbated) 


Sergeant Carroll aiso interviewed Deputied | Fc | | 


by he 


aid ihat wne n B aces to her she had only compilamed about 


Hes: toc hard on her and that he had touched her breast 


Nothing was said about Moore Hla<: expressed her belis’ that there was nc 


need for anyone to go inside the Mechanical Room and that she i. 
|g never been there E: -- said that they 1 E Moore) were 
AMINKING OF voting Jeo (sending her back lo jail) because of her 


inappropriate attire 


The Department then alc 


Sae was at the Santa Monica Court in October 2001 serving oul a ninety-day 


as a B ie Alter about thirteen days into he o | 


she campiained to Ms [hat Moore had taken her down to the basement 


senter 


as 2 single man 


turneu out all the hghts and kissed her Moore had told her he 


aid that ne had an injury which required surgery HE ESG that after 


telling Ner io come with him to the basemen she asked hirn why they were going 


down tnere His response was that they were going 10 pick something up Afte” 


tering the Mechanical Raom he turned of the lights and kissed her. He then 


wok ber by the nand and led her along 4 wall They ducked under a vent and 


ento another area. She observed sunspots which filtered through onta 


arst a pilar when ne put ms hand 


as leaning up 


egner He said © you kiss good. do yo we any other ski 


we Sne understood him to mean could she perform oral sex. She retused althoug! 


j her at least three or four times He then asked her ic masturbate fr 


Trey then left to go back upstairs where she sat in front of Department B as 


instructed by Moore. While sitting there Deputy came along He also too: 


her downstairs where he tried to kiss her. She told him to stop and he did. They 


ine 


gcred up trash. He said to her. “you took care of Moore why are you 


> badiy?” She was troudied by whai had happened end was afraid tna 


Aiter having reported tne matter to Ms. Hand Lieutenant Benedic: sve 


asked to wear a wire. Sergeant Regalado picked her up. gave her a wire thet 
Icoked like a pager and dropped her off at the Santa Monica Court. While sitting 
inthe nallway she saw OO she said "good morning” to him, he 


Later, she saw Moore. He told her, “somebody will see you laani 


Carroli and Michell $ 


s tape recorded She had drawn a diagram of in 


weli as the Mechanica! Room where Mco 


ëyhi SI 


Burning her testimony, Ms E- shown a phote of the Mechanica 


ym (Dept Exhibit 18) and one of the besemeni hallway (Dep: Exhibit 19) and 


recognized beth of the photos Sne also described how wh 


she 


room they nad walked past the computer and thai sne nad to duck under a vert 


10 


when she turned left 


On cross-examination Ms. HE 2 sites to having three convicitons 


for petty then 


ad thal she was gomg to be “ro 


She said that she had he 
wearing gang attire and she was mainly afraid of Deputy fA oo! Moore 


On redirect. Ms. HE EUG that the only reason she told about 


Hl: Moore is because she heard she was going to be rolied up 
She does not believe she lied on her poiygraph exarns. She just didn’ 
mertion the fact that she had masturbated Moore 


As its next witness the Department cailed Taylor Moorehead Chief Los 


Angeles Sheriffs Department, Court Services Division 
on and believed that Moore N 


Chief Moorehead reviewed the nvestigat 


gut peng m the Mechanical Room with S] When Moore was t013 


(oe i- 
the lab had gone into the room to exanune tor semen stang ne chai nè 
story and said he had masturbated in there 
duct A 


Even if that were true masturbation dees not mitigate Moore's cond 


ing Mocre recanted his story about masturbation 


Moorehead admits that he has serious doubts about Ms Ey 


ns Skelly 


Cet 


1g and his admissions rega 


swever Moore's lying. then recanung 


He 


ation are themselves encugh to cause Moore s tem 


sturba 


sf Moorehead was of the opinion that even ‘The: not been 


asemeni she certainly €x 


entire'y Candid about what had occurred in the b: 


l; in great detail what the Mechanical Room ang its contents looked like This 

©. setutes Moore's statements thai he never took her down te the basement 
Chief Moorehead believes that the fact that Deputy Moore's telling firsi 

one story to the investigators and then another, his admissions regarding 


masturbating and his fraternization with an inmate are noi capable cf redemption 


and the only appropriate penalty is termination of his employment. 


$ The appellant, Latavian Moore, was next caled to testify. His work history 


has been previously discussed By October 2001, he had supervised hundreds of 


|i inmates who were in the MEM 00:37. This included boih male and 


Ly 

te female mates 

i. He first met O J October 2001. During ihe first couple of days she 
14, was assigned to various cleaning chores She wore hip-hop attire and had to be 
15. seuroned about that During those first few days sve wou d sit on a bench in the 
= haliway of the courthouse. On one particuter day he observed her lalking te & 

sé 

f . released male inmate and he admonished fer not to talk te anyone She 

le responded by telling the inmate “youre released, you dont have to listen to hark 
po Suppires were kept in the basement and he would take OoOo 


inmates gown to the basement to obtain supplies During the tme that he workes 


al the Santa Monica court he had taken quite a few inmates down to the 


basemen 


During the month of October 2001, there was an incident that 


eg) occurred at the court and he was involved in breaking it up. He was injured in the 


process end was required to undergo surgery on October 30-37 Until his surgery 
date he continued to work at the courthouse on light duty and this included 
supervising Ms j: He denies ever committing any sexual misconduct i 
ine basement and he can't specifically recall whether he ever tcok E=] 
down to the besement. He concedes. however. tha: he probably did 


He denies ever discussing his personal life with Ms | aa because 


proximity of the inmates to the deputies itis possible that she 


overheard him discuss personal matters with his fellow geputes 
He was interviewed by Internal Affairs on two occasions During the first 


nverview he denied taking [EEE down to the basement, During the secone 


inmerview which he said was about three months later (actually nine months 


later" ne admitted that he probably took her down to get supplies However he 


denied tha! he ever asked Ms | mastursate him. He did admit that on 


ant by himsel? for onvate tme 


t rs he did go down to the bas 


This was the terni that be used fo- masturbation 


He atlended a Skelly hearing at which Chef Moorehead was present 


f and he ofterect 


Maret Moorehead told him he didn't believe Okamoto was truthfu' 


ns Chief 


io drep the snarges wilh the ex rention of the masturbate alle 


alse gave Moore an cpportunity to resign In lieu of discharge 


o 


7. DISCUSSION 
A considerable amount of evidence, both testamentary and documente'y 
has been received over the four days of hearings into this matter. Attention wes 
paa not only to what the witnesses were saying bu! also to the Gemeanor ct the 


California Evidence Code §780 provides ihe general! ruie that tne 
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wiinesse 


demeanor of a witness while testiiying under cath and the manner in which he © 


she testifies may be taken into account when determining the credibility ct tne 


Ms MEE stitted against the appelian: It was evident ts 
this examiner that she was a reluctant witness She failed to appear when she 
was originally scheduled to do so although she did finally give testimony about 
what she alleges occurred between her and Oeputy Moore at the Santa Manica 


e One can only speculate as to the reason for her reluctance, Img 


anhor 


nave Deen a fear of contrenting the accused or possibly @ fear of being caugh ir 


ale When she was originally interviewed she repealed at ieasi three or four 


umes that she didn't want to gei anyone in trouble We do know however ina. 


she has led more than once during the course of this investigation Perh 


nes have been more in the nature of lies of omission rather then commssics 


When interviewed by Ms Ms M =E told ner that she nac 


slurbated Depuly Moore in the basement Mechanical Room Nor did she tell 


Lieutenant Benedict that she did so She conveniently lefi out that .mportant 


getai: during her first polygraph examination and admitled to Sergeant Carro! 


14 


the interne! Affairs investigator, that she nad hed after being told that she 


registered âs “deceptive.” She also registered deceptive after taking a second 


poiygraph examination and it ıs also to be noted that Ms a: nad th 


convictions for petty theft 


I Room, Ms 


After the alleged incident with Deputy Moore in tne Mecha 


ray 


are reporting the 


| EG approximately eleven to fifteen days bet 


incident tc Ms J Her explanation was that she was fearful iat she might ve 


rolled up’ by the deputies who were involved and thai she would not be beleves 
by the supervisors because the deputies had long-term service with the 


Department 


There is a further contradiction which is worthy of note as to the testimoriy 


of Ms a: regard to the reporting of the 
As |i came to her on January 3, 2004 with the complaint 


ueputies Itis to be recalled that Ms [ie 


orange bib E: :--- 1G 


o her in private and so they went out on the pauo to talk However 


Incident According iO 


riy descabed her as 


eg subdued and fumbling witn 


what was troubling her and not the other way around One would thunk that this 


aumatic as it might be, is one which would be impressec in one s memory 


ëv 


for a iong ime Your Examiner is inci ined to believe Ms E- --- of whe 


first approached whom to discuss the incident Her testimony on the witne 


stand was fer more credible 


Mis E frank to admit in her repoting of the incident that she 
was not afraid of Deputy Moore; that she liked him, that she responded warmly tc 


t 


ym into trouble 


his kias 19 tne Mechanical Room and that she didnt want to gei 
i appears that her fears were mosily about Deputy Jens the troubie ne 
might cause her if she didn’t cooperate and do for nim what she did jor Moore 
down in the basement. That is, she feared Ihat he might have her rolled up 


Cnet Moorehead also had doubts about Ms HE -i bul ie 


feit that Deputy Moore's lying. then recanting his story and ly:g again fa! 


outweighed Ms | of credibility. He was also of the opinion tha: 
Moore's admissions to self-masturbation in the Mechanical Room were of such € 
degree of misconduct as to warrant Moore’s termination. In Moorehead's own 


words “the conduci is outrageous there is no way to retrain (Moore) 


Deputy Moore's testimony ıs replete with cantradictions vell Durng ts 


inrerview with Internal Affairs investigators on February $. 2 (Dept Exhrs 


ay Sergeant Carroll on page 36 “Have you ever tahe 1O g 


ant?" He answers "no. Again. on page 37 he is asked ‘Dig you 


he is as 


|g the basement to get supplies?" His answer again 1s nc H 


a Ae 


asked ihe same question twice more on page 26 and twice m 
In gach case he categorically denies ever taking Ms. Ho. to the 


basement 


Approximately nine months tater, on November 19, 2002 Deputy Moore i= 


interviewed once again by Internal Affairs investigators. (Dept hibit 11) tt 


ie 


would be expected that his recollection of events that occurr ed on October 10 


would not be as clear in his mind as they were during his previous interview 


back in 


oruary considering the passage of ume. To the contrary Deputy Mc 


now seems to recall, as shown or page 23, thal “itis very possible that I took hes 


hm: there to get supplie: 


e four times in the same paragraph Not only does Moore admit that tt 


“In fact he repeats that “itis “very 


very possible that he took her down to the basement but then he goes into detai 


ong 


è 25 about where she walked inside the Mechanical Room The following 
te an excerpt from Moore's interview of November 19. 2002 

Question. "Did she ever ge to the place where you sad you did not go” 
Answer: "She walked somewhat over there. but not really too far from me 


Moore is asked to draw a diagram (Dept Exhibit 16) of wnere he and 


yee Okamoto were situatec in the Mechanical Room On the diagram he 


some specificity tha! Ms. | abou: 12-15 feet from hirt 
He also states tnat he did not tell her to duck under some vents 1n the Mechanical 


Room pu! then changed his story to say that he didn't recall teil:ng ner to duct 


(ol 
a 


Hs expler n of what did or dic nat happen with regara to the ver 


fusing and meonsistent and shows & lack of candor. 


Or page 30 of his interview Sergeant Carrol: asks him if ne 


fe as asfaras. masturbation... | have before. Nat. noi ofter I have before 


thougi: ” He also notes on the previously referred-to diagram where in the 


Mechanical Room he would go for his “private moments 


Moore's new recollections with regard to “possibly” taking Ms | 


gown to ine basement, coming nine monihs afier his previous firm deniai, cast 
considerable doubt upon his credibility Not only does he suddenly recall that ne 
cid possibly take Ms. Okamoto down to the basement but he can even describe 


in grea! detail. on a diagram. where he stood and ihal she was some 12-75 


away from him 


when Moore is confronted by investigators with the possibly that ine 


from the 


Scientific investigations Lab may nave obtained semen sampi 
Mechanical Room tloor to corroborate EEE e!!egation that she masturbates 
him he responds by saying that the semen would have resulied from the privaie 
moments imasturbation) he had in the room This. however seems to be ar 
auemp on hes part to cover up for the allegation Nonetheless hrs trank 
gunussions with regard to his masturbation in the Mechanical Room are to bs. 
taken gs (rue 


For the sake of discussion, if we were to ellow for the moment that Ms 


Ha: fabricaling her testimony the question then Dec s how 16 + 
pogsivie that she could describe with such 8 high degree of accuracy (Dept 


E>hibit 8) the interior of the Mechanical Room the location of the desk and the 


=f upon it: ine pillar where Deputy Mocre stood and the location of the 


cp 


s through which the hght came through unless Moore tock her t 


answer is that Deputy Moore did take her to the Mechanical Room for an 
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| Fo (ae basement of the Santa Mor 


roper purpose and, taking inte account ail of the evidence presented at the 


heanng, His clear by a preponderance of the evidence that Deputy Moore 
committed the acis alleged by the Department 
8. FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
The evidence. having been considered along with the contenions of tha 


pe t make tne following 


Findings of Fact 


4 At ali material times. the appellan was employed ag a Deputy Shen“ 


with tne Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department assigned to the Court Services 
Division at the Santa Monica courthouse 
© On October 19, 2001, appellant engaged in inappropriate and/or 


sional conduct in violation of the Manual of Policy and Proceaures §$8 


uro 


zeneral Behavior. 3-01/050 05. Pertormance of Duty 3-017 


when he took compla nan A c 


imate 10 the court basement of the Santa Monica courthouse, whereupon he 


requested oral sex and was masturbated by her 


3 On October 10. 2001 appellant engaged in behavior and for a pattern ot 


behavior thal was unbecoming a county employee in violation of the Manual o 


Polity and Procedures § 3-01/036 10 when he took complainar! AG 


jurbated by ner 


snd kissed her, requested oral sex and was M 


4 In violation of the Manual of Policy and Procedures § 3-011040 
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appeliant failed to make true statements or made faise statements during the 


course of ari Official Department Internal Investigation as follows 


a) During the interview of February 5, 2002. the appellant dened 
&° taking the complainant to the basement but during his second interview on 
November 19. 2001, Moore admitted that he possibly took Ms | the 
basement 

b) Also during his second interview he gave confusing and 


to Gucr 


inconsistent statements with regard to whether he and fos = if 
1: under the vents in the Mechanical Room. 
he 5, In violation of the Manual of Policy and Procedures §§§ 3-01/030,05 
1s Genera! Behavior, 3-01/050.05, Performance of Duty; and 3-01/050 10, 
Performance to Standards. on two separate occasions. while on duty, he taleg v: 
devote msg attention to the service of the County and the Department and 


engaged in behavior which is unbecoming a county employee when he left nis 


ed post to masturbate in the Mechanical Room 


assign 


S CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 


The allegation ihat on October 10, 2001. the appellant engag 


and unprofessionat conduct when he took complains! iii 


Inappropra 


Oo | a [EEE i assigned to Santa Monica Coun Lockup, to the 


ed her, requested oral sex. and was 


ga couri basement. whereupon he kis: 


masturbated by her is true and constitutes misconduct as described within the 


Manual of Policy and Procedures 


2. Tne allegation that on October 10 2001. the appellant engaged in & 


pattern of behavior that was unbecoming a county empioyee when he took the 


complainant ——— E -- inte ine Mechanicai 


d he 


Room in the basement of the Santa Monica courthouse and kiss 


siiutes 


requested oral sex and was masiurbated Cy her is true and co 


misconduc! as described within the Manual of Policy and Procedures. 


3. The allegation that the appeliant. during the course of an official 


Department Internal investigation failed to make full ar truthful statements ts trus 
ana constitutes misconduct as described within the Manual of Policy and 
Procedures 

4 The allegation that the appellant failed to devote his attention to the 
service of the County and the Department. and engaged in behavior which 18 


nouct as deser bec 


urnecoming a county employee Is true and censtitutes mi 
within tne Manual of Policy and Procedures 
4, Tne Appellant's dismissal from his position of emplayment as Deputy 
Sheriff from the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Depariment is appropriate 
RECOMMENDATION 
li ce the recommendation of this Hearing Officer that the appellant's 


48 sustained 


Respectfutly submitiec 


w 


ROOM 522 KENNETH HAHN HALI OF ADMINISTRATION » 


CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


November 24, 2004 


Subject of Hearing: In the matter of the discharge, effective March 6, 2003, of 
LATAVIAN MOORE (Case No. 03-110), from the position of Deputy Sheriff, 
Sheriffs Department. 


The Civil Service Commission, at its meeting held on November 17, 2004, 
approved findings in the above-entitled case. The objections submitted were 
overruled. 


Since a copy of these findings has already been provided to all the parties, we 
have enclosed a copy of the signed formal order of the Commission for your 
records. 


Anyone desiring to seek review of this decision by the Superior Court may do so 
under Section 1085 or 1094.6 of the Code of Civil Procedure, as appropriate. An 
action under Section 1094.6 can only be commenced within 90 days of the 
decision. 


Emi Ya Aki, Chief 
Civil Service Commission Services 


¢: Latavian Moore 
Helen L. Schwab 
Denise M. Caprioli 
Jerry Ellner 


500 W. TEMPLE STREET, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 + TELEPHONE (213) 974-2411 + FAX (213) 974-2534 


BEFORE THE CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION OF THE 


COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


In the matter of the discharge, effective ) 
March 6, 2003, from the position of Deputy } 
Sheriff, Sheriff's Department, of: ORDER OF THE CIVIL 
SERVICE COMMISSION 
LATAVIAN MOORE 


_ (Case No. 03-110) 


On November 17, 2004, the Civil Service Commission of the County of Los Angeles, having 
read the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, and good cause appearing therefore, 
overruled the objections and adopted, as constituting its final decision, the supplemented report, 
findings and recommendation of its duly appointed Hearing Officer, Jerry Ellner, to sustain the 
department. 

Dated this 24th day of November, 2004. 


"FRANK BINCH, Member 


(absent) aren bet eee ee 
CAROL FOX, Member 


“EVELYN MARTINEZ, ‘Member 


EDGAR Hi TWINE, Member y 


Kg (atire 


pet 
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 


gt Inihe Matter of the Appeal! of CASE NO: 03-110 
Lo} ADDENDUM TO 
ni! LATAVIAN MOORE FINDINGS OF FACT, 
i CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, 
321 Appellant RECOMMENDATION 
i 
1 
1al v 
l 


14]. LOS ANGELES COUNTY SHERIFF'S 
,| DEPARTMENT 


Respondent 


Pursuant to instructions from the Civil Service Commission, the following 
constitutes my response to Appellant's objections regarding this Hearing 
Examiner's findings of fact and conclusions of law in the instant case 

At the outset it is necessary to address the false and outrageous 


+) allegation by the Appellant that this Examiner “clearly demonstrated bias" against 
| 
| 


him by failing to include Appellant's contentions in the report although 


Department's contentions were included 


pi Appe!lant’s contentions were, in fact, contained in the draft report but 
were inadvertently omitted due to a computer error In the preparation of that final 
report which was submitted to the Civil Service Commission. This was solely due 


oan oversight and not, as Appellant alleges, the result of “clear bias.” 


f APPELLANT’S CONTENTIONS 
Appellant contends that since becoming a Deputy Sherifi in 1999 and his 
8; arrival later at the Santa Monica court he has had an exemplary record and good 


“| ratings. The principle allegations against him come from | RS 


is not a credible witness. She failed two polygraph exams administered by the 


Department and she also stated that she lied about what she says Moore did to 


| 
i 

13 | her and that Moore had turned her down Her story changed between the first 
i 
l 


| and second polygraph exam She filed complaints against another deputy in 
addition to Mr. Moore and she has a prior conviction for petty theft 


Deputy Moore attempted to explain that Ms Skew the area of the 


agement in such detail because he might have occasionally taken her there to 
get supplies 


tay. He also admitted to committing acts of masturbation In the basement 


supply room (his “private times”) and was punished for being candid 


There is no progressive discipline here and in light of his unblemished 


record such consideration should have been given. There is no nexus between 


his fitness to serve and the conduct alleged. 


APPELLANT'S OBJECTIONS TO EXAMINER’S FINDINGS OF FACT 

A considerable amount of testamentary 4s well as documentary evidence 
was received during the course of the hearing While it is true that Ms. =z 
nas a history of shoplifting convictions which casts doubt upon her character for 
honesty and veracity and that she did, in fact, fail two polygraph exams 
administered by the Department, there were a few telling instances where this 
examiner felt that she was being truthful. As one exampie, she admitted that she 
liked the Appellant and didn't want him to get into trouble because of what he did 
but that although the Appellant had committed the acts alleged, her objections 


were mainly against Deputy | fag she did not like. She explained that 


"she waited almost eleven days to report the incident to O SON she 


was fearful that retribution in the form of a “roll up” would be taken against her by 


; the deputies. They had the power over her. she was an inmate 


She was also a reluctant witness at the heering, it being recalled that she 
failed to appear as required at the first hearing because she was afraid to get the 
Appellant into trouble 

Itas to be noted that Ms. HE esc in great detail, both ver bally 
and by a written diagram the contents and the layoul of the Mechanical 
Room where the alleged misconduct occurred. Appellant concedes in his second 
JAG interview that he might have taken her to the room to obtain supplies 
although he denied doing so in his first interview. That, he argues would explain 


how she was familiar with the contents and layout of the room Ms (===) 


1 | however, testified that she was taken by Moore to what she described as a dark 
i 


24 room in the basement without any clear explanation from the Appellant of the 
3 
i purpose for going down there. While in the room, she observed “sunspots” on the 
4 
4i 
j wall. She also described in detai! how Deputy Moore led her along a wall and 
5 


B j they then ducked under a vent Afterward, he leaned up against a pillar and put 


his arm around her waist and they kissed. If Ms T making all this up 


based upon her brief observation of the Mechanical Room while looking for 


j 
| 
i 


= į supplies she would have to have an uncanny memory. She described the 
10 l 
|| location of a table; the location of a computer, the location of boxes and many | 
11 | 
iz | other items. Furthermore, if the Appellant had indeed taken her down to the room i 


; |! just for the innocent purpose of getting supplies would he not have turned on the t 


i 
lights in the room? And If the tights had been on would she have been able to | 

i 
15]. have seen sunspots on the wall? 


j; While Ms HE < stinony. based upon her history of deception and 
i 


her conviction for crimes of mora! turpitude, leave open to question her 


. ; truthfulness, her ability to recall with such detail the contents and layout of the 
| Mechanical Room makes her a very credible wilness to this examiner 

As indicated in the preamble of my report in Section #7, California il 
Evidence Code §780 provides that the demeanor of a witness while testifying { 
“| under oath and the manner in which the testimony is given may be taken into ! 
| account when determining the credibility of the witness My observation of Ms. i 


while she was in the witness chair and her testimony under oath, in 


i combination with her detaited description of the Mechanical Room, among 


| other things caused me to give considerable weight to her testimony. 
Appellant argues that his later interview by IAB contrasts in detail with his 


| fiest interview because he was “under pressure” by the investigators and because 


of the lengthy passage of time between the two interviews which presumably 


caused him to have lapses in memory at the later one. This was covered in my 


discussion on page 16 of my report where | pointed out that in response to 


| repeated questioning by IAB during the first interview as to whether he ever took 


10%) 

Ms. to the Mechanica! Room he unequivocally and emphatically 
= 
iz |! answers that he did not. But on his second interview nine months ‘ater where it 


E would be expected that his memory would not be as certain he suddenly seems 


to recall in several instances that “it was very possible” that he did take her down 


$ tothe basement. So which is it? Did he take her downstairs or not? Keeping in 


l mind that this is a trained deputy sheriff who may be called upon to testify in court 


l would he not be expected to keep his recollection of important details straight--- 
even if it were nine months later 

As to the issue of “pressure” being placed upon him, the two interviews 
© wore read by me in great detail. Although t clearly was not in the room during 
| ether period of quastioning and therefore unable to visually determine the extent 
of pressure put upon the Appellant, a reading of tre transcribed statements 
i reveals no evidence of overt verbal pressure or threats against him. In fact, it 


does appear that during the second interview the Appellant wes engaging in 


some ambiguity with respect to his answers. 

Appellant contends that the principles of progressive discipline should 
have been imposed since up to this incident the Appellant had an unblemished 
record and had received good ratings The Appellant's clean record was 
uncontroverted by the Department and is therefore taken to be true Under 
ordinary circumstances a good employment record may be considered in 
mitigation of the penalty if the offense committed, whether standing alone or in 
‘| combination with other offenses, is not so grievous in nature as to be incapable 
i ot mitigation. 

In this set of circumstances, Deputy Moore was entrusted by his 


Department to oversee a female J 2e. tn this position of trust he 


4 || had the duty and responsibility of making certain that this inmate was 
4 


safeguarded from any sexual advances by anyone, including himself, while she 


was in his custody and under his care in that regard, it is this examiner's belief 


that Latavian Moore. by the use of his official power, and while in the course and 
| scope of his duties imposed himself sexually upon his charge for personal 
; gratification. In so doing, upon being discovered, he then tried to cover it up by 


lying to investigators. He has brought dishonor to himself and to the Sheriff's 


Department of the County of Los Angeles Can ihe recommended penalty of 
termination be mitigated on the basis of progressive discipline? t don't see how 
given the nature of the offenses. As Chief Moorehead pointedly and correctly 


asked at the hearing, “What class does the Department send him to so that he 


can unlearn this behavior?” The answer to that question is self-evident 
The recommended penalty of termination from Appellant's employment as 


a Deputy Sheriff with the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department should stand 


DATED: October 25, 2004 Respecifully submitted 


Jerry Eline: 


© S 
County of Los Anueles 


Sheriff's Bepartment Headguarters 
4700 Ramona Boulevard 
Monterey Park, California 91754-2169 


LEROY D. BACA, sHERFP 


March 5, 2003 


Deputy Latavian Moore, ÆW 
ee 
E 
Deputy Moore: 


On February 12, 2003, you were served with a Letter of Intention indicating your right to 
respond to the Sheriff's Department's pending disciplinary action against you, as reported under 
File Number IAB 2049854. You were also advised of your right to review the material on which 
the discipline was based 


You did exercise your right to respond. However, after review and consideration of the 
response submitted to support your position, your Division Chief determined that the 
recommended discipline is appropriate. 


You are hereby notified that you are discharged from your position of Deputy Sheriff, Item No. 
2708A, with this Department, effective at the close of business on March 6, 2003. 


An investigation under File Number IAB 2049854, conducted by Internal Affairs Bureau, 
coupled with your own statements, has established the following: 


1. That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures Sections 3- 
01/030.05, General Behavior; and/or 3-01/050.05, Performance of 
Duty; and/or 3-01/050.85, Fraternization, on or about October 10, 
2001, you engaged in appropriate and/or unprofessional conduct when 
you took Complainant i (NR inmate 
assigned to Santa Monica Court Lockup, to the court basement, 
whereupon you kissed her, requested oral sex and were masturbated 
by her. By your actions, you have brought discredit upon yourself and 
the Sheriff's Department. 


A Tradition of Service 
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That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures Section 3- 
01/030.10, Obedience to Laws, Regulations and Orders, on or about 
October 10, 2001, you engaged in behavior and/or a pattern of 
behavior that was unbecoming a county employee when you took 
Complainant (ES GEE inmate, into the mechanical 
room in the basement area of Santa Monica Court and kissed her, 
requested oral sex and were masturbated by her. 


That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures Section 3- 
01/040.75, Failure to Make Statements and/or Making False Statements 
During Departmental Internal Investigations, you failed to make full 
and/or complete and/or truthful statements during the course of an 
official Department Internal Investigation. These statements include, 
but are not limited to: 


a) When asked numerous times if you took Complainant (aaa 
to the basement and/or into the mechanical room, your 
response was, “No.” When asked, “Did you ever take JE 
to the basement to get supplies, you replied, “No.” When asked 
if you were sure about that, you replied, “Yes.” When asked if 
you were positive of that, you replied, “Yes.” When asked why 
you were so positive, you responded, “Because | would 
remember, because that’s - this is fairly recent so | would 
remember.” When asked to furnish a recent date, you 
responded, This was fairly recent within the last half a 
year.........80 my memory’s not that bad,” and/or; 


b) During your second interview, you admitted to “possibly taking 
Complainant [EE to the mechanical room,” and/or; 


o During the second interview, the IAB investigator asked when 
you were in the room with the Complainant, was it possible that 
you told her to duck under the vent and you took her to another 
location in that room? You responded, “No. No. Only time she 
might have had to duck was to duck from the vents.” When 
asked what vents, you replied, “Maybe somewhere here 
[pointing to your diagram of the mechanical room, Exhibit-H) I 
mean, I know we had to duck before we went to (um)..I’m not 
going to say that because | don’t remember. | do know, | do 
know in some places in the mechanical room, you do have to 
duck.” When asked if you ever told Complainant J to 
duck, you responded, “I don’t, | don’t recall.” 
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4. That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures Sections 3- 
01/030.05, General Behavior; and/or 3-01/050.05, Performance 
of Duty; and/or 3-01/050.10, Performance to Standards, on two 
separate occasions, while on duty, you failed to devote your 
time and attention to the service of the County and the 
Department, and/or engaged in behavior and/or a pattern of 
behavior which is unbecoming a county employee, when you 
left your assigned post to masturbate in the mechanical room, 
thereby bringing discredit upon yourself and the Sheriff's 
Department. 


In taking this disciplinary action, your record with this Department has been considered, and 
a thorough review of this incident has been made by Department executives, including your 


Unit and Division Commanders. 


You may appeal the Department's action in this matter pursuant to Rules 4.02, 4.05 and 18.02 
of the Civil Service Rules. 


You may, if you so desire, within fifteen (15) business days from the date of service of this notice 
of discharge, request a hearing on these charges before the Los Angeles County Civil Service 
Commission, 222 North Grand Avenue, Los Angeles, California 90012. 

The Sheriff's Department reserves the right to amend and/or add to this letter. 


Sincerely, 


LEROY D. BACA, SHERIFF 


(Dilim fe SFoweet 


WILLIAM T. STONICH 
UNDERSHERIFF 


Note: Attached for your convenience are excerpts of the applicable areas of the Manual of 
Policy and Procedures and Civil Service Rules. 


WTS:MA:DHB:lg 


€ Advocacy Unit 
Taylor K. Moorehead, Chief, Court Services Division 
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Ricardo Cotwright, Captain, Court Services West Bureau 
Internal Affairs Bureau 

Office of Independent Review (OIR) 

Robert C. Lindsey, Director, Personne! Administration 


